Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan:
Coordination with Local Hazard Mitigation Planning

State Support for Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Development

Provision of Technical / Direct Assistance

The MSP/EMHSD supports the development of localardamitigation plans through the provision of techh
assistance (including on a request basis) and ghroe funding of local mitigation plan developmemtder the
Hazard Mitigation Assistance program, which inclidlee Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, Pre-Disalstigéigation

Program, and Flood Mitigation Assistance Prograifhe latter two components provide annual funding dian

development (although FMAP applies only to the dg@mrtion of a plan), while the Hazard Mitigatioma@t Program
makes funds available after a federally-declaresgder. Most HMGP planning funds in Michigan stexdnfrom
Federal Disaster 1346. (See the section belosdtibtatewide Hazard Mitigation Planning Project.”)

Historical overview since 2000

Technical assistance has included the provisionstate-specific mitigation planning guidance (MSPHESD

Publication 207, “Local Hazard Mitigation Planniligorkbook”), presentations, assistance with locaktimgs and
group-input activities, assistance with locatingadand planning resources, as well as direct “hamdsassistance
with the various steps of the planning process—euprd including the drafting, editing, and proottieg of final

plans for adoption and approval. MSP/EMHSD firsipdoyed a dedicated local hazard mitigation plagrgpecialist
in the beginning of the year 2000, and shortlyraféed, the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 beganmtandate the
development of local hazard mitigation plans aseagondition for the receipt of federal hazard gation grant funds
(the requirement was not in effect until severahrgelater). A second planner was often employeudbjést to

budgeting, hiring, and staffing constraints) asaaand mitigation specialist during much of the daling decade.
Between 2000 and 2004, it was calculated that rii@e 200 meetings had taken place involving the MSPISD

planning specialist(s), to provide direct assistateccommunities and planners, and over 30 additioreetings also
provided indirect support for these activitiesat8tand federal guidance materials were producedisiributed, and
over a dozen presentation and training sessiokspiage to teach hazard mitigation planning techeix

That start-up phase of statewide hazard mitiggtlan development led into the initial editing oétREMA-approved
Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan in March 2005. TR&MA mandate for local hazard mitigation plans,aas
condition of project grant eligibility, began tokeaeffect. More than 45 Michigan meetings or sessitook place,
involving the direct outreach on the part of MSPMESD staff, during the period in which that initHMP was in
effect. By 2008, the original MHMP had been sustidly/ updated, federal guidance had stronger requents for
local hazard mitigation plan review, and the Flddiigation Assistance Program requirements werésegl/so that
all communities were encouraged to produce all4tthgkans (rather than just flood-oriented plans).

By 2010, even before the initial set of local pl&asl been completed, the first of the requiredlIlplza updates began
to come due under the five-year cycle mandatedhdDisaster Mitigation Act of 2000. Far less swttdf time could
be devoted to local assistance, because of indesisge planning activities, including Michigan’'sicsessful
compliance with Emergency Management Accreditaffsagram requirements. Unfortunately, the samel lefre
funding was simply not available at that time asr¢hhad been for the initial period of plan craatioHomeland
security funds starting shrinking each year. Idigoh, as a result of economic problems and pitypealue collapses,
many community budgets found it much more diffi¢olarrange for the required local match portiohgrants. This
difficulty not only affected the ability to succésly apply for local plan development funds, blgathe ability to
support hazard mitigation project funds—one of iingivating “carrots” that was available to rewahe tsuccessful
completion of a local hazard mitigation plan. Aupte of communities have succeeded in updating thlans on
schedule, without the use of any additional plagnimant funds, but with some help from MSP/EMHSREffst
MSP/EMHSD staff only has the ability to assist mited number of communities at a time, and in tightl of
increased federal plan review requirements thag ladso been observed since 2008, Michigan seentael ¢ntering a
phase in which a great number of its approved lbaahrd mitigation plans would expire due to insight funding, a
dearth of local match resources, and limited sedburces available at MSP/EMHSD.
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Nevertheless, a certain level of local assistance autreach activities have been able to be maiathiby
MSP/EMHSD staff, on behalf of training and hazaritigation planning activities. The following iscaronological
list, since the previous edition of the MHMP wagmagved in March of 2011, of the meetings, preséoniat and other
outreach that MSP/EMHSD planning staff has provittedrder to encourage and support the developwfeimazard
mitigation plans throughout the State and to cowid such plans with a broader comprehensive pigrprocess. It
does not include ordinary phone calls, faxes, andils that have been used to promote and process thazard
mitigation planning activities during that time, eev though some of these involved extensive datapitation,
planning instruction, and document editing. (Noeslit include the numerous activities involving MCCERCC, or
on behalf of state-level planning, which are bagsatibed elsewhere in this plan.) The list inst@ag documents the
actual face-to-face (or coordinated conferencgrgements that have been made by MSP/EMHSD stdi€balf of
local emergency management programs and in theceeof promoting hazard mitigation planning moredely
throughout the state.

MSP/EMHSD staff outreach to promote hazard mitigation planning among local emergency management
programs, local officials, other professionals, and the general public, from March 2011 to March 2014:

e April, 2011: Coordination and direct planning atsige with Kent-Ottawa regional plan

» April through September, 2011: Revision of Cassr@pplan (part of direct assistance)

» April 4, 2011: Conference call with Region 2 PlarmCommission re: Jackson, Hillsdale, Lenawee plans

e April 21, 2011: RiskMap conference call

* May 20, 2011: Scheduling of “Discovery” meeting RiskMap process

* June 2, 2011: Discovery conference call & kickdfGdinton River watershed analysis process

e June 21, 2011: Collect plan info & send to RiskN&adf

e June 21, 2011: Collect plan info for Wayne Countged to RiskMap staff

e June 23, 2011: Coordinate with MSP district coaattins re: local outreach & direct planning assistan

» June 24, 2011: Discovery conference call to leatestupport to the process

» July 7, 2011: Presentation on local planning & uesdan District 7 coordinators meeting (in Gaylord)

« July 8, 2011: Presentation on local planning & uesdan District 3 coordinators meeting (in Sandgsky

e July 13, 2011: RiskMap conference call & meeting

e July 21, 2011: Presentation on local planning &atpd in District 1 coordinators meeting (in Mason)

* August 11, 2011: Presentation on local planningp&lates in District 8 coordinators meeting (in Maatte)

* August 22, 2011: Presentation on local planningp&lates in District 6 coordinators meeting (in W@hte)

* August 23, 2011: Presentation on local planningp&lates in District 5 coordinators meeting (in Kadenmo)

e September 13, 2011: Online survey for Oakland Goptan (as stakeholder) and contact with their milag
consultant

» September 15, 2011: Berrien County planning meetirBenton Harbor (providing direct assistance)

» September 20, 2011: Oakland County planning meatiNgaterford Township (as stakeholder)

» September 27, 2011: Presentation on local plankingdates in District 2 coordinators meeting (ink@ark)

» September 30, 2011: Conference call with plannorgsaltant for Oakland (and Wayne) County plan ugslat

* October 12, 2011: Work with Region 7 planning adfi(Saginaw) on their scope of work description, on
behalf of 5 multijurisdictional county plans (anepide feedback on October 28)

» October, 2011: New plan review guidance is relebyeldEMA

* October 26, 2011: FEMA webinar on new plan revieidgnce

* November 2, 2011: Participate in Region 14 planmifiige kickoff meeting for 5 county plan updates

* November 21, 2011: Complete online survey for Qadkl@ounty plan update (as a stakeholder)

* November 29, 2011: Participate in Oakland Coungyping meeting (as stakeholder)

» December 2, 2011: Conference call with Universftiviachigan-Flint planning consultants

« December 9, 2011: Kent-Ottawa plan submitted to BEM' under new planning standards)

o December 20, 2011: Participate in Oakland Courdapmihg meeting (as stakeholder)

» December, 2011: Begin to provide direct assistamtie city of Ann Arbor for its local plan

e January 2, 2011: Draft of Ann Arbor plan postedtenwebsite
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February 17, 2012: Meeting with consultants fortthéversity of Michigan-Flint plan

March 6, 2012: Conference call with Kalamazoo Cg\fstart of direct planning assistance to them)

March 30, 2012: Kent-Ottawa plan meets FEMA revieguirements (plan developed predominantly through
direct assistance as the first under the new @eaiew guidance)

April 17, 2012: Presentation given at Detroit plengnmeeting

April 23, 2012: FEMA review finds that Lenawee Couplan met requirements (direct assistance had bee
provided in the plan’s completion)

April 30, 2012: Investigation of Norton Mounds siteeservation efforts on behalf of Kent CountyNtay)

May 31, 2012: Presentation at Region 6 planning®# kickoff meeting on behalf of 3 county plandapes
June 12, 2012: Presentation at District 2 coordiisaineeting in Oak Park

June 18, 2012: RiskMap conference call (FEMA, MDIE@al meeting arrangements)

June 20, 2012: Presentation on plan updates anUxiia Security Initiative meeting in Macomb County
June 26, 2012: Presentation at District 5 coordisaineeting in Kalamazoo

July 11, 2012: Attendance at RiskMap workshop foza® Lakes analysis

July 13, 2012: Presentation at District 3 coordimaimeeting

July 16, 2012: Meeting with Ann Arbor to suppontedit planning assistance

July 18, 2012: Presentation at District 6 coordimaimeeting

July 30, 2012: Presentation at District 8 coordimaimeeting

August 2, 2012: Presentation at District 7 coorttirmmeeting

October 4, 2012: Meeting with University of Michig&lint planning consultants

October 10, 2012: Revise local “condensed” planesg\sheets (for consistency with federal changdslew
preserving some extra details about the requiresribat were not included in the revised federahfor
October 11, 2012: Conference call with Kalamazowr@®yp re: direct planning assistance, and lay oat th
framework for direct planning assistance to updagér county plan (in support of a FEMA-approveddra
mitigation project)

October 22, 2012: Conference call with Kalamazoar@pre: direct planning assistance

November 7, 2012: Leading role in a Kalamazoo Cpptdan update meeting

November through December, 2012: Direct contact @utdeach with local communities within Kalamazoo
County, to assemble and discuss local planningasector those communities within the multijuristibmal
county plan

December 5, 2012: Leading role in a Kalamazoo Goplain update meeting

January, 2013: Develop a framework for direct piagnassistance to lonia County, Mecosta County,
Montcalm County, and Osceola County

January 18, 2013: Register as Wayne County loeal giakeholder and answer survey questions fquléme
January 23 and 29, 2013: Develop and revise nea tmordination plan section in the MHMP to explagw
prioritization criteria for direct planning assiste to local EM programs

January 30, 2013: Participate in Wayne County Iptaatning meeting in Romulus

January through June, 2013: Begin work on upddERdHSD Pub. 207 “Local Hazard Mitigation Planning
Workbook” — but this work is placed on hold dueother priorities and the release of new FEMA guadaon
the subject (in March) that serves the same purmgogected to resume in 2014-2015

February 1, 2013: RiskMap meeting information semtlevant local communities

February 27, 2013: Participate in RiskMap confeeeral| re: Osceola, Isabella, and Muskegon Counties
March 4, 2013: New FEMA guidance received on Igtah review standards

March 15, 2013: Second survey for Wayne Countyllplzan update (as stakeholder)

March 27, 2013: Presentations given at “Resiliemeetings” for RiskMap: Mt. Pleasant (Isabella Cgynt
and Muskegon (Muskegon County)

April 4, 2013: Meeting with Region 7 (Saginaw) ptémg staff — instructional on behalf of 5 counties

April 10, 2013: Conference call on RiskMap (withN¥E, MDEQ)

May 6, 2013: Presentations at planning meetinggascommon and Gladwin Counties (in support of Regio
7 local activities)

May 9, 2013: Presentations at planning meetingsad County (in support of Region 7 local actidlie
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 May 9, 2013: Presentations at planning meetindsdhella and Clare Counties (in support of Regidocal
activities)

+ May 17, 2013: Meeting with Region 7 (Saginaw) piagrstaff — instructional on behalf of 5 counties

* June 10, 2013: Meeting at Region 12 planning offitegcanaba) to support their development of 5 gopiain
updates

* June 11, 2013: Meeting at Region 13 planning offideughton) to support their development of 6 cgunt
plan updates

« June 12, 2013: Meeting at Region 11 planning offfsault Ste. Marie) to support their developmenBof
county plan updates

« July 2, 2013: RiskMap conference call re: Arenat Blonroe Counties (RiskMap involves STARR, which is
an alliance of several consultants on behalf of REM

* July 10, 2013: Arenac RiskMap meeting attended IDEQ staff

« July 11, 2013: Monroe County RiskMap meeting inelsidliscussion of direct planning assistance to the
county, starting in 2014

e July 12, 2013: Meeting in Centreville (St. Josepbu@y) and presentation regarding hazard mitigation
planning and direct planning assistance to theantist) in 2014

e July 17, 2013: Direct planning assistance to Sseph County in adapting Emergency Action Guideline
(EAG) content into their hazard mitigation drafapl

* August 1, 2013: RiskMap “webex” conference callhnaline presentation: resilience “lessons learned”

* August 15, 2013: Meeting with Region 7 (Saginav@nplers — instruction to support 5 county plans

» September 16, 2013: Planning meeting in Living&onnty (Howell) to support their upcoming plan ugda

» September 26, 2013: FEMA webinar on hazard mitgaglanning (supported and announced to local EMCs
statewide by the MSP/EMHSD)

» October 10, 2013: FEMA conference call re: selgcRiskMap communities

» December 6, 2013: Participation in Allegan Courianping meeting (Salem Township)

» January 8, 2014: Respond to Allegan County onlimeey for local plan update (as stakeholder)

These forms of assistance are expected to contiimaeghout the three-year period (2014-2017) cavésethis plan.
However, field visits have tended to be much lesguent since the initial MHMP was completed inyea005. This
is because of state budget cutbacks, transportatisnincreases, economic declines within the Sliatéed staffing,
and the periodic need to prioritize State-levelnplag and response activities. Much recent diesstistance has
shifted toward phone and email communications,oalgih some of that assistance has been extensizaveudr,
training activities still occur through the deliyeof MSP/EMHSD training courses (the MSP/EMHSD’addocal
mitigation planner regularly gives presentationsritigation planning and hazard analysis), the j@ion of guidance
materials (including internet-downloadable copies)d feedback provided from the ongoing local pltamiew
activities.

Since early 2011, the following local plans (orrplgpdates) have been completed, quite a few oftwiwe involved
the direct assistance by EMHSD staff: Bay CountyssC County (direct assistance), Jackson Countyectdir
assistance), Oakland County (stakeholder partitjp&oomfield Township, City of Ann Arbor (direcssistance),
Lenawee County (direct assistance), Hillsdale Gp\direct assistance), Berrien County (direct aasie), Kent-
Ottawa regional plan (direct assistance), Kalama&aoonty (direct assistance), University of Michigamt, Pokagon
Band of Potawatomi, Eastern Michigan University,wva County (not including the City of Detroit), Zibf Lansing,
Baraga County, Ontonagon County, Gogebic Countn [€ounty, Houghton County, Keweenaw County, Alpena
County, Alcona County, Oscoda County, Otsego Cquvigland County. In addition, work has begun amerous
other plans, for as EMHSD staff had to shift itarpling resources back into the required state ppatate, new
THIRA/SPR requirements, and disaster response egul/ery (Luce and Schoolcraft County wildfire, fbdisaster
4121), a large number of planning grants were isoin place to allow dozens of counties to hawartiplans
updated. As already noted, direct EMHSD plannisgjstance is scheduled to resume for countieshénat not yet
had any FEMA-approved plan completed in the pastial County, Mecosta County, Monroe County, Montcal
County, Osceola County, and St. Joseph County @ridéimch County also to be assisted as time andires® permit).
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Cooperating Technical Partners Program (NFIP Floodplain Mapping and Map Modernization Program)

The Michigan Department of Environmental Qualitgnd and Water Management Division (MDEQ/LWMD) also
provides some technical assistance to local comtiesnin developing floodplain maps through its “@eaating
Technical Partner” (CTP) Program. Under the CTBgRm, states and local communities with demoresirat
resources and expertise are delegated the authorigview and publish National Flood InsurancegPam (NFIP)
studies without the need for further federal reviewhe state and local communities, as CTPs, msy ptocess
revisions to existing NFIP studies and then re-itiepfloodplain. Local community resources may lidel, but are
not limited to, gathering of field data, labor, #ing, in-house information, and providing technieapertise to print
the floodplain maps. The MDEQ/LWMD devotes stafi¢ and technical expertise to develop hydraulidet® and
produce the NFIP reports and associated digitabfptain maps which are then made available on tBEQ/LWMD
and FEMA web sites. This information can helprtfmim communities as they proceed with floodplaisnagement
and hazard mitigation planning efforts. Pleaserred the Riverine Flooding Section in the Hazardhisis section of
this plan, for more information about the currerdagWodernization phase of these activities.

Tribal Hazard Mitigation Planning within Michigan

Federally-recognized Native American organizatibase the option to either apply directly to FEMA faoazard
mitigation planning funds and technical assistamceto coordinate with the State of Michigan to lgpfor State-
administered funds. In the former case, the Nafivaerican area would be treated as if it were deStdealing
directly with FEMA.. In the latter case, the Nati®enerican area would follow the same procedure Rhighigan’s
local governments do to obtain funds and produaaspl Since most of Michigan’s townships, citiey] &illages do
not have their own separate emergency managemegrigpons, but instead have granted that functiondouaty-level
emergency management office, most of these locds wi government are covered under County-wideatthz
mitigation plans (which are treated as multi-juigsidnal plans and reviewed differently to be cirtéthat they
adequately cover all participating communities).om® of Michigan’'s recognized Native American areasd
organizations have participated in the hazard aditbgy planning process of the county or countiewtvch they are
located, and have then adopted that multi-jurigzlietl plan so as to gain FEMA approval and graigiglity for
hazard mitigation projects. One of the most irgting examples of this involved the Grand Travédaad of Ottawa
and Chippewa Indians, which participated in andpéelb hazard mitigation plans for five counties ihieh their
members reside, with the coordination of the NodgswMichigan Council of Governments. A few tribagjanizations
have developed their own separate hazard mitigaleoms. More information follows.

MSP/EMHSD offers and provides technical assistdncecognized tribal organizations just as it dimeany of the
counties or cities with their own emergency manag@nprograms. MSP/EMHSD has coordinated with tB&MA&
Region V Tribal Liaison as needed, to assist Nadigeerican areas and organizations.

Disaster-Resistant Universities

MSP/EMHSD has also supported the development afsptar colleges and universities (and their paptition in
local or multi-jurisdictional plans for the commtias in which they are located). Many educatianstitutions have
special planning needs and an unusual geograploatiavithin or across multiple communities and miis$, and find
benefit in developing their own distinct plans fazard mitigation and emergency management. MSPA&Mhas
referred various communities, agencies, and ingtita to the resources provided by FEMA for itsd3ier Resistant
Universities initiative. A few universities now V& approved hazard mitigation plans, distinct frthrose of the
communities in which they are located. More infation follows.

Statewide Hazard Mitigation Planning Project

Recognizing the need to support the process oflolewg local hazard mitigation plans, FEMA authedzstates to
use up to 7% of allocated HMGP funds for the dgwedent of state, local or tribal hazard mitigatidans. The
MSP/EMHSD and MHMCC (now MCCERCC) took full advageaof that planning provision in December 2001 and
allocated 7% of available HMGP funds under FedBisaster 1346 ($2.3 million of the $33.2 milliooglation total)
to support the development of hazard mitigatiomplan emergency management program jurisdictioridighigan
(all 83 counties plus selected municipalities o¥@r000 in population). With the 25% local matcbtéaed in, the
total funding available for mitigation plan devefgnt exceeded $3 million. Annual Pre-Disaster ddition Program
funds (administered by the MSP/EMHSD) allowed teeadopment of additional plans, primarily in themmdensely-
populated areas of southern Lower Michigan, stgqrim2002. A number of additional plans had beelnsilized
through the Flood Mitigation Assistance Programdbpout 12 years starting in 1996, although mantho$e plans
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covered only a single municipality rather than atire county, as became standard with the othemjptg grants, and
by 2008, the FMAP planning grants were allowed ¢oused only for the flood-portions of an all-hazamtigation
plan (the plan review standards for different pamgs were consolidated into a single set of all4thzdanning
criteria and made a bit more strict than the stedslased previously). Unfortunately, one commuiiBloomfield
Township) was “caught” by this policy change, aaduired direct MSP/EMHSD assistance in convertiregscope of
its plan from its original flood-focused study irdadull multi-hazard mitigation plan.

This statewide planning initiative is still beingplemented, since several communities ran intdisgaind logistical

problems that delayed their progress. Although wast majority of Michigan counties were able tovelep an

approved local hazard mitigation plan using theseling sources, as of early 2014, there are stthunhties that had
not been able to do so completely. MSP/EMHSD Iesesl to provide direct assistance to these cesingio that all
parts of Michigan would finally have been coversgddpproved plans (even if some of these areas aikeep up
with their plan updates within the FEMA-requireg&ar time frame).

The map on the following page shows the stateisfdiatewide planning goal as of late 2010. Itsdoat show which
plans have since expired. (A later map will ilhasé the more recent status of these communities)nain point is to
illustrate how much of the state has successfidetbped local hazard mitigation plans at sometphining the past
12 years. Of the counties that have been markddhéag plans “not yet FEMA-approved,” several hairece met
this objective—the counties of Cass, Gratiot, lddle, Jackson, and Lenawee are now covered by lwzdrd
mitigation plans. (Other plans, however, haveeiexpired—see the subsequent map for Dec. 2013.)
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Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Status
12/21/2010
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Plan Development Process/ Status

As shown in the preceding map, as of December @10,2a dozen counties had not yet developed areggplan.
Three years later, five of these counties had &eli¢his goal. Of the seven counties that renthiiee had not used
federal funding under HMGP or PDMP (although Bragaunty had successfully applied, they later chaseto use
the funds) MSP/EMHSD staff has started (or plamgrovide) direct assistance to these seven cayrtbeallow
approvable plans to be developed during the nexplecof years. In the starting phase of this @gtidraft hazard
analyses have been under development for the forthernmost of the uncompleted counties (Osceolecddta,
Montcalm, and lonia), and meetings have alreadgrigilace to arrange for similar assistance to Meraod St.
Joseph Counties. Similar assistance will be offéeoeBranch County, when staff time permits.

A variety of methods were used for the initial depenent of local hazard mitigation plans, dependingthe local
desires, capabilities and circumstances of eaditjpating community. Many counties made use ef pnofessional
planning expertise and services of Michigan’s RegioPlanning Offices to assist with local plan depenent
(although the resources available to these offileesary, and not all of them work on this type ). In addition,
many county and local planning offices were alsavilg involved, as were local emergency manager$ some
colleges and universities. Michigan State UniwgraVestern Michigan University, and Central MicigUniversity
have especially been instrumental in aiding theeltgwment of several county plans. Numerous loca state
agencies, and local business and industry wereimistved, where appropriate. The MSP/EMHSD hattiooed to
provide direct planning assistance to those comimsgnihat require it, subject to staff and budgeithtions. Each
local mitigation plan has been (is being) developsihg whatever methods were most appropriate &mhe
community and have usually resulted in the develmnof plans within the required timeframes of HIMGP and
PDMP grants. As listed previously, there have bmemerous occasions when direct assistance hagpbadded by
MSP/EMHSD staff in the development of local hazandigation plans. In addition to these externaletirgys,
MSP/EMHSD staff was available on a daily basis tigto phone and electronic communications, and numsero
guestions, advice, draft reviews, etc. were hantfiezligh those means.

FEMA requires all states to submit plans to theigienal FEMA Office for official review. For Michan, this refers
to the FEMA Region V office in Chicago. Plans ezeiewed by MSP/EMHSD planning staff using theimoreview
form, which is consistent with FEMA's revised pliaview tool (a previous edition had been calledgr@sswalk”) but
contains more explanatory detail. MSP/EMHSD'’s fislelesignated primarily as an advisory one in tagard, as a
means of supporting/completing local planning atitis and assisting with federal review, for orthg tFEMA review
of a plan is considered official (for FEMA purposesaking communities eligible to receive or dirgdikenefit from
hazard mitigation project funds). Plans receivgdhe MSP/EMHSD were reviewed (unless special aistances
required submission to FEMA instead) and when seddteria were met, the plans were forwarded tdPEWwith
the recommendation that they be approved. Suchisslons were accompanied by documentation thapldrg in
the judgment of the reviewer, met the local plagmeaquirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of0RO If one or
more review items were deemed inadequate, a (®hianatted) “condensed plan review form” was neéar to the
community to convey the elements in which the @aquality or content needed enhancement. Comnants
suggestions were included in reviews, describingections, additions or deletions that the revielwelieved to be
necessary for official approval, plus any otheroreamendations the reviewer believed would help tprove the
guality of the plan without undue burden to thaseolved in the process. The MSP/EMHSD staff thusked with
communities and coordinated with FEMA as needed tive plans met all the required elements and vedieially
approved by a federal review.

The 2010 map of previous planning accomplishmenltg provides a fraction of the information relevantthe local
planning process, however, because communitie®rar@ 5-year plan development cycle, and need tatepitheir
plans regularly after their initial plans had bemmpleted. With respect to this process, a diffemeap is presented
on the next page, which shows that there have lactoeen a fair number of communities whose congaegplans
have expired. As will be described shortly, howeweany of those (but not all) are currently makirsg of funds to
update their plans and thus regain their eligipilit benefit from project grant funds. The appytan analyzes
local hazards, risks, and vulnerabilities, and lays potential actions to mitigate these; then abemunity should
apply for specific projects that support or accastpthe proposed actions in its plan. The nedaép local plans up-
to-date is an extensive, ongoing activity at bo#nhlbcal and state level.
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Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Status
12/31/2013

Houghton

Ontonagon
Baraga

Gogebic

Counties on the map are coded to match the categories below
Selected communities within the counties are listed to the right
of those categories which apply to them in the descriptions below.

Plan Status

N L

X3
X A
Id
0%

q

No reviewable draft plan recieved: Battle Creek

Old plan has expired (an update process is needed)
Lac Vieux Desert Tribe,

Grand Traverse Band

Planning process currently under way:

Delta Twp, Detroit

Plan not yet approved by FEMA

Plan meets requirements but
NEEDS LOCAL ADOPTION:

Plan approved & adopted: Participants are grant-eligible:
Ann Arbor, Bloomfield Twp, EMU, Lansing, Pokagon Band,
U of M Flint

NN Plan is due for update within the next 2 years: MTU

. A
Luce X 3'.0;('.»'0’0‘
XX X XAl
l%‘. Chippewa “"’4"
P RRRREEEKEE
[NAVAVAVAVAYAYS v
//, R

Mackinac

Cheboygan

Presque Isle

Montmorency
Otsego Alpena

4|

Oscoda Alcona

Grand Traverse “Kalkaska 4 Crawford

Benzie

Missaukee {Roscommol

Manistee’ )/ Wexford

Mason Lake Osceola Clare Gladwin
Oceana Mecosta Isabella Midland
Newaygo
Juscolal
. Montcalm
Muskegon
Lapeer
Genesee St Clair
Ottawa fonia Clinton /ISfiawassee /,
Allegan Eaton Ingham

1 Wayne

St. Joseph [ Branch Monroe

625

Coordination With Local Hazard Mitigation Planning




The map on the previous page shows that a greatirgnad work needs to be done on an ongoing bastgder to
keep local hazard mitigation plans updated on éugired 5-year schedule. A lessened amount ofadlaifederal
funds over the past few years (i.e. HMGP) has redqualternative means of plan update to be coreidend
utilized—especially for those communities for whdne use of grant money has not seemed feasibl®liically
desirable, and who have thus not yet completeditialiplan. The most promising technique to acptish local plan
updates through direct EMHSD assistance involveddhowing process:

1.

Since the core of a good hazard mitigation plaitsishazard analysis section, available staff camsicer all
convenient sources of hazard information, whilengknto account the strengths and weaknesseserhative
sources.

The most readily available information sources Wil used to provide locally-specific informatioratltan be
incorporated into community hazard mitigation planghe focus will be upon procedures that do nguire
special expertise (i.e. funded assistance) to cetapl

MSP/EMHSD staff determines the amount of direcisasce that it can provide to local planning efor
MSP/EMHSD staff determines which communities argjieater need of assistance, and how to prioritieé
assistance to multiple communities that may haveisaneous competing need for it.

MSP/EMHSD staff will then meet with local emergenognagers as needed (e.g. by attending the MSicdist
coordinator meetings that occur regularly in migtifocations, or through the scheduling of moretamized
meetings), and will present the ideas for plan tgodand direct assistance procedures to the locargancy
managers and MSP district coordinators.

Direct assistance with plan updates will then pedceccording to the priorities developed and dised, to most
efficiently serve the communities that were consddo have the most pressing needs for plannisigtaace.

Current priorities for direct planning assistanoe t@ntatively proposed as follows. These ideasbeaexpected to be
re-shaped and refined as discussions with locabiastrdct staff proceed throughout 2014.

1.

Communities that have specific projects they hamanged to fund through the federal Hazard Mitigati
Assistance program will be prioritized over thobattdo not have specific project ideas. (RatianelsA
assistance requires a completed or updated localrdhanitigation plan to be in place and approved-BMA.
Communities with fewer immediate needs for federdigation funding would be expected not to suermuch
from any lapse that may occur in keeping theirligptan up to date.)

Communities with an active local emergency managkg has a means by which the required local inguigw
process can take place for a plan, will be prioeti over those who do not. (Rationale: MSP/EMHEihmng
staff can provide only so much direct planning stssice, but not the full local coordination thateguired to
bring a local plan to completion and get it adogtgdocal authorities. Therefore, and it makesssetio favor the
provision of assistance to communities who can kupgnt it with their own efforts, without which &ép cannot
be successfully completed. MSP/EMHSD wafkne cannot cause a local plan to be successfully astexblor
updated. The update process goes beyond the mnsion of a planning document—it also requireoeal
review and input process, to guide and use infaondtom an updated local hazard analysis andtdotwork in
updating a set of local hazard mitigation strateg¢ebe implemented as a result of the plan.)

Communities that have more pressing needs, bateat éieir history of emergency and disaster eyemtbased
on the extent of vulnerabilities revealed by the@al hazard analyses, shall be prioritized. @tatie: Areas that
are more vulnerable to damage or loss of life haeee potential gains to be realized from effortgested into
hazard mitigation activities.)

Communities that have fewer alternative means ofpdeting their hazard mitigation plans shall bevptized for
direct planning assistance by MSP/EMHSD planniradfst(Rationale: Limited MSP/EMHSD staff time igsi
used to serve those programs that have more lincpdcities of their own. For example, local pamgs that
have new emergency managers, EM programs that atdimpe only, EM programs that are swamped with
competing needs, those that are located in a retfiahis not as well-served by county/regional/ensity
planning resources, or programs whose attemptsotupe planning grants did not succeed, couldalbérceived
as having a greater need for direct assistance.)
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Coordination with Local Mitigation Planning

To the extent practicable at this time, this plas lbeen developed in coordination with local hazartigation
planning efforts. For example, the Hazard Analysection of this plan was informed by locally-dedv
risk/vulnerability assessment information, whiléniturn provides a great deal of information tbah be used by local
communities in their own planning. In addition, mgeof the MHMP objectives (discussed in the presisections)
were developed and selected after a consideratiootmnly the state’s resources, authorities, amdrams, but also
(1) the identified local vulnerabilities to natyredchnological or human-related hazards, (2) lpcaject applications
that have been received and processed by MSP/EMHE&E2essful applications are described in Attachr@gnand
(3) hazard mitigation proposals that have beemuded in local plans reviewed by MSP/EMHSD staff.

Integration of Local Plan Data

Since this document is a state-level plan, it fesysrimarily on issues and concerns of a stateaidegional nature
and most of its plan elements are necessarily binadature, scope and application. The State ofhidan
acknowledges the “home rule” principle that hazautherabilities involving local communities, lochhzard areas,
and local facilities primarily need to be addresselbcal hazard mitigation plans—since it is tbedl level at which
zoning and building permits and land use plannaiges$ place, and the local level at which local rimfation and
resources regarding drains and roads and munieilgated officials takes place. As a state plae, MHMP
necessarily takes a more “global” approach than @nghe local plans, by addressing hazards andevabilities
across the state, which usually involves a levelbgéncy that focuses upon coordination, guidareagdrship,
encouragement, funding, regulations, legislationg state agency resources—although at the samenthaling a
consideration of local needs, priorities, informatiand coordination. For 2014, the MHMP objedidescribed in
this plan now include expanded consideration otifigetypes of hazards prioritized in part by locallnerabilities
(beyond the flood emphasis that has often chaiaetkethis type of planning). It has also been dbed how staff
from MSP/EMHSD has provided ongoing assistancetallemergency management programs in the devetdpohe
their local plans, and it is hereby noted thatdhme personnel who have coordinated with the lmmamunities have
also been the MSP/EMHSD personnel most heavilyliieegbin the update of this State plan.

The process of updating the MHMP included the aersition of all approved local mitigation plans gidnning
draft materials on file with the MSP/EMHSD Statepfart Unit. In the few cases where the amounuchsnaterials
on file had been considered insufficient, direchtact had been made to survey that county andrdigterwhich
hazards it prioritizes as posing the most local. risConsideration was especially given to the fellg types of
information, for local jurisdictions:

» Information on vulnerable residential and commérsiauctures in the floodplains and other hazaebhsy
where this was substantial enough to suggest afoesthte assistance or awareness.

» Historical events and their associated loss estisnat

* Land use trends and associated areas of conceme wheelopment may overlap with identified floodpta
and other hazard areas.

» Specific mitigation projects coinciding directlytistate goals and objectives, or that exhibit eamg serious
enough to warrant consideration at the state aréddevel.

Consideration has also been given in avoiding #eemption of local information that may be consatksensitive or
confidential, especially in light of homeland segurefforts to prevent terrorism and similar crirainactivities.
MSP/EMHSD staff will continue to collaborate witbchl planners and emergency managers to ensuradbatate
and best-practice data and maps are included iategdocal and state plans in the future, anddabstated or unduly
sensitive information does not enter into the plMSP/EMHSD staff may, in the future, develop addial planning
guidance or policy memoranda on this data incotmmraprocess. In addition to the direct contaatsmeen local
communities and state-level agencies that addragsus types of hazards (i.e. MSP/EMHSD, MDEQ, MONR
MDOT, etc.), the MCCERCC has been involved throuvggular meetings and monitoring of the state plagrand
update process, and thereby connects state nutigatitivities with many other agencies. This upd&2014 MHMP
has been discussed with and reviewed by MCCERCChaenand its finalized version (the FEMA reviewpgp
went before the MCCERCC's hazard mitigation comeaitin February 2014 and the full MCCERCC to give it
approval in March 2014. Thus, although the MCCER@ich includes representatives of the local erecy
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management programs and the public at-large) haddy been involved in the drafting process andrigsnber

agencies have provided extensive feedback on tdateg plan (and its constituent hazard analysidatgal and
published in July 2012 before being further upddtedthe full 2014 plan). Although the MCCERCC a@s an
advisory body, its review and approval of this updaplan (at the same time that FEMA's review tgiase) enables
a confident set of recommendations or endorsenudrte quality of this update to be made to the é&par, to allow
timely review and approval from that office. (Ba#wview processes lead into the official adoptiérihe finalized

plan, the last requirement for full FEMA approvétiee update.)

Local Programs, Policies, and Capabilities

Local emergency management programs vary widelhéir resources, expertise, and capabilities, lad & their

risks and needs. State agencies have thereforgdpdovarious forms of assistance and guidancehéset local

programs throughout the years. Land use poligieglstinctly local in their nature, and tend todmene of the most
important when it comes to hazard mitigation atifgi Local governments and programs vary widelthis aspect,
as well. Some have dedicated planning departmaritile many others hire external assistance to m&aining

requirements on an as-needed basis. As descrilibd State profile section of this document, aleommunity may
have a very small population, or a very large @ in both cases, there can be a wide variatiaghamguality of

services it has available, either on a per-persammer land area basis. The amount of resourakable to county
agencies (such as road commissions and drain caoms3 also varies throughout the state. Non-prefjional

planning agencies exist in Michigan, and have titgestate divided into 14 regions for which theffece collect and

provide information, but again, while some offidemve excellent staff and resources available tstasith hazard

mitigation planning, others do not have any addalaesources ready to provide. Although a greatymresources
exist within the general Metropolitan Detroit ar¢lde complexity of that area goes beyond any oren@g—the

municipalities and counties that compose the aceaad have the authority to speak (or resourcextpon behalf of
the entire metropolitan area, and the Southeashilyin Council of Governments (SEMCOG) planningafiends to
act within limited spheres of coordination and tachl assistance. Although certain kinds of fuads technically
available for use in hazard mitigation activitidsey require a substantial amount of work to obtmd make use of,
making their use impractical for certain jurisdicts whose staff and budgets have already beenkstgin
Preparedness and response capabilities often esttevmost attention—especially since these phafsemergency
management have a clearer relevance to most tyfpeszards, while hazard mitigation has mainly bdefined in

terms of flood hazards and, to a lesser extentifines and severe winds.

It is useful to admit that, from the resource-gbiegh perspective of local jurisdictions, the pregasss and response
phases of emergency management are rational ori@gaig for most types of threats and hazards. mrare than 10
years, state guidance has sought to advise antfydappropriate hazard mitigation actions for gihes of hazards,
but the most relevant often involve activities thaty technically be deemed preparedness actiyitieprevention or
protection or other recently proposed “phases”).imMportant hazards can be prepared for, but wheames to their
prevention or mitigation, actual authorities an@agities often involve the private decisions ofivitlials and firms,
and the efforts of government (at any and all lvd try to regulate or place requirements up@se¢hindividuals and
firms, without exceeding their political authority do so. A compelling need is required in ordeirtake strong
regulations politically feasible and justifiableetywhen it comes to Michigan’s array of hazards #mdats, it often
requires informed study to produce a reasonablenstahding of their risks, with which it becomesgible to justify
various costs. And yet, a large number of citizémplace great value upon individual responsibfibr which public
awareness and educational actions are deemed pustpaate for government to take, as a kind ofisaly role
rather than a compulsory one), while resistingddyeacity of government to strongly regulate whatpbe are allowed
to do with their own property. The value of highevels of government for assisting local commusitin dealing
with a disaster is widely recognized, but the righgovernment to impose preventive regulations poiities, even if
well-intentioned and demonstrably effective, often not—particularly when accompanied by many sets o
bureaucratic procedures and conditions. In caseshving clearly defined natural risks in specificeas, such as
floodplains, efforts and costs are easier to justdven though many persons have difficulty underding the
probabilistic aspects of flood risks). Howevegraat amount of planning activity has been occgr(at all levels) for
years, in order to examine other types of hazatidshware less clearly defined in Michigan. (Natdvazards such as
tsunamis, hurricanes, and earthquakes, which age Ipuiorities in other states, are not particuladjevant for
Michigan’s communities.) Many hazards are assediatith offsetting benefits. For example, floodplcations are
often very scenic and desirable places to be, éxebpn a flood actually occurs. Woodlands are alsenic and
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desirable, except when devastated by wildfires.nyiather hazards threaten all locations in Michjgaren if some
are far more threatened than others. But the dewélexpectation, preparedness, and resilience \asp from
community to community. Snowstorms, for examplayeéhgreater magnitude in the northern parts of Mar, but
do less damage there than in southern parts aftéte, according to official records. This is seghy due to greater
preparedness in the north. Would similar levelpreparedness be considered as cost-effective isahthern parts of
the state? Perhaps not. This is a tricky thingaioulate, except at the local level. But hazardgation planning is
technically not required to (supposed to?) consilerbenefits of preparedness activities, evehdée are far more
cost-effective than any of the available “mitigatiddeas. Therefore, the hazard analysis componéiat hazard
mitigation plan may be far more useful for emergentanagement programs in general (which are ingehaf
preparedness and response activities) than itrishe “mitigation” options that are offered for may¥ Michigan’s
hazards.

Hazard mitigation’s most well-proven Michigan tragcord seems to be in addressing flood risksphutit of this is
surely due to the fairly narrow way that hazardgaiion has been defined—as distinct from “prepaesd.” Within
this fairly narrow framework, most local programsderstandable focus upon what they are actuallyosized to
seek under available hazard mitigation funding cesir As seen in Attachment C, these tend to imvdieod
mitigation projects and the installation of warnsygtems. These are useful activities, and evaungtihwarning may
be considered to be a preparedness or responsiyadtiis important that it has been allowed te tecognized as
hazard mitigation (in view of its protective effecupon human safety). By comparison, it is hardert not
impossible) to justify the expense of widespreadrstshelters, harder to re-engineer houses andihgs to be more
wind-resistant, harder to re-design infrastructiardoe freeze and earthquake resistant, and tedlynioeligible to
fund most maintenance and repair activities undail@ble federal funds, even when those would bl useful for
hazard mitigation purposes (as when dredging dgaichannels and clearing them of debris).

When tasked with identifying and achieving hazartigation actions, then, local programs seem cairstd to
operate within certain pre-defined boundaries thay not be immediately evident when the languagkgndance
surrounding hazard mitigation treats it as a cotumly open topic—an all-hazards approach with tmgplicit
assumption that where there is a risk, there mustlysbe a corresponding risk mitigation strate@uch strategies
simply may not be of a kind for which any follow-@gpnding is available, however. The goal of int¢grg hazard
mitigation concepts into other types of planningrisant to provide a way around these narrow cansdra What
cannot be directly accomplished through availabefal funds might be something that other fundiogrces can
accomplish, or that can be addressed by more edéstlybuting the costs of a solution among theyaf underlying
design, planning, political, and regulatory factoegher than having them all hinge upon a speaficrective project,
after vulnerabilities have already been revealed.

The down-side to the integrated planning approahthat there are a great many communities for whom
comprehensive plans are merely an occasional fderandated requirement, rather than somethingishseen as a
vital force in shaping their community. This persfive, although it may seem like a very limitededa planners, is
not an unreasonable one—especially for small contrearnwhose character barely changes from decadedade.
Urban planning originated in a period of rapid pagon growth and economic industrialization. Owene, it was
more broadly conceived in terms that made regitate, and national planning seem to be equadlyl@j but in the
United States, there have always been limits upaat wommunity plans are authorized to do, anddardext where a
community’s plan accurately reflects local opinipitsmay rightly be designed in a way that does aatomplish
much except to try to preserve those things thatynmersons in the community admire and desire—himg$ that
attracted them to (or kept them in) that communitygeographic area. The limits to the idea ofgraéing hazard
mitigation into local plans, is that only a mingrivf local plans are covering communities whosepgedesire (and
are comfortable with) a particularly active or inspwg approach to this type of regulation. And ewerthose
communities, things are usually not accomplishethait some costs. Where these involve costs thabrbe
privatized, individually opted for, or very wellstributed among all taxpayers, then hazard mitigatibjectives may
indeed be served. But this is achievable only wtowly, probably as a result of the public edumat@nd awareness-
building activities as much as anything else, ant something that receives immediate recognitiod smpport,
especially at greater taxpayer expense. Greaterporation of hazard mitigation concepts, designsg, activities into
insurance policies and rates should probably bewraged, as a way to more quickly achieve proteatdgults (or an
adequate distribution of the costs of safety imprognts) than most local plans can probably provitls. not denied,
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however, that there are quite a few communitiesutjinout Michigan that have plans (and financiabueses) which
could well-serve the goals of hazard mitigationut B/hen the most concrete risk-reduction activiaes those that
involve the design of private structures, or anraweass and preparedness-building approach, thanaachmitigation
plan might not do any better than to point in tha&ections, without the means to connect thosémetwith
designated hazard mitigation funds or to use tipasts of its plan to comply with federal review ugements, which
ultimately call for the identification of projectisat do meet funding eligibility guidelines.

This is the set of dilemmas in which local hazaitigation plans have now been operating in Michigawrer the past
decade or so. At the same time, community commebhe plans are reluctant to impose private cogtsnu
individuals and firms (or to recommend major cdpitgorovements that might be too burdensome upoal lbudgets)
in order to serve the often-abstract estimatesisiirversus benefits, sometimes with very uncerthgtinctions
between individual level risks and responsibiliteasd those of community and government agencies,f@anthis
reason, most such plans do not greatly add toapaaity for hazard mitigation in its fullest sensé/hile anything
that promotes public education and awareness osutbject of hazard risks and vulnerabilities iseguhelpful, many
of the things that could reduce risks from the éutlay of identified hazards do not fall within dédg defined areas for
which specific actors can (or are willing to, oe able to) take specific palliative actions. Thhexe also been
widespread misunderstandings about how the deveopuof local hazard mitigation plans do or do netim with
various government mandates. For example, ittendfelieved or claimed that the lack of a localand mitigation
plan will make communities and their members inlegfor any disaster assistance from higher legégovernment.
Although this is simply untrue, it also seems darthat this mistaken belief is one of the thinigatthas allowed many
local hazard mitigation plans to be developed godhted during the past 10 years—that with the wgtdieding that
the main state/federal reward for completing allpéan is the ability to access grant money tocted specifically
and solely to carefully defined forms of hazardigation projects, the incentive of local commurstie go through
the increasingly rigorous process of developingéhplans is likely to decline. In some instandhs, effort to
navigate these types of misunderstandings, as agelthe rather involved regulatory standards fomlldtazard
mitigation plans, hasecreased the willingness of some planning agencies to gesolved in the activities. Hazard
mitigation planning, and the potential for projéatds that comes from the successful completiosuch a plan, must
be realistically perceived as being worth the éffdinat it requires, in order for local supportted activity to continue.
For some communities, operating under limited reses) a benefit-cost calculation may result in eisien not to
undertake this type of planning, the local shagriirements of the grants may make local projeass®o difficult to
fund even when a plan is in place, and the buregéioarequirements involved in obtaining such grangy be a third
obstacle that may feel too difficult to overcomeocal programs are to be greatly applauded fordédgree that they
have succeeded in developing and maintaining ugddatal plans over the past 10 years, in spitdhe$é great (and
often increasing) challenges. It is usually moleaccut and compelling to focus on the more immatdiand
mandated tasks of responding to an event, andasicig one’s preparedness to do so. Fortunateyjekielopment of
a hazard mitigation plan does in most cases hedpags and communities to understand their hazardsthereby
prepare and respond better to their next emergendieis not clear in many cases whether the Iksnef hazard
mitigation projects, specifically, outweigh the paeedness and response benefits that are reafimmayh the plans’
analysis of local hazards, and therefore which @spiea local hazard mitigation plan is considenaate beneficial for
a community.

Future Planning Efforts

Support of Local Planning Activities

Following the adoption of this updated Michigan Biak Mitigation Plan, planning efforts at the lodaVvel will
continue to be actively supported through MSP/EMH8@nitoring, direct and indirect technical/planniggsistance,
and through administration of relevant grant fuadsl provision of guidance materials and trainir{ést the same
time, other state agencies’ ongoing outreach affeelated to the various hazards in this plan (dIDNR re: forest
fires, MDEQ re: flooding, etc.), will continue. &€ and local coordination of hazard mitigationnpiag efforts
during future plan updates (at both levels of gowent) will be enhanced through the:

» Sharing of state, local, and regional informatiorhazard incidents
» Sharing information sources (e.g. printed guidaonoéne databases, etc.) between state and lcmahets
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* Provision of training sessions by MSP/EMHSD (anteotstate agencies) to local emergency managers,
planners, etc.

» State, district-level, and local meetings, hearjingsning sessions, conferences, etc.

* The Michigan Citizen-Community Emergency Responser@inating Council

* Ongoing assistance to and feedback from local eenesgmanagement programs (direct and indirect)

» Coordination with state agency emergency manageaoamdinators and MSP district coordinators

» Coordination with planning and emergency manageragemcies (e.g. MEMA)

» Coordination with other agencies who also work witbal communities (e.g. Michigan’s regional plammi
offices, MSU extension centers located in each gothmroughout the state, U.S.G.S. and National Wazat
Service offices, Silver Jackets, etc.)

* Numerous other contacts and information sourcesatepresent during the various meetings and bsgsin
conducted by, or attended by, relevant MSP/EMHSIDming staff (e.g. Michigan Climate Coalition)

Although an updated edition of MSP/EMHSD Publicat@07 “Local Hazard Mitigation Planning Workbookéadh
been planned for 2013, it had to be delayed becaeseFEMA guidance came out during that year, te stesaster
declaration occurred, and work had to move aheath®mequired 3-year MHMP plan update. The FEMAdgnce
materials were considered adequate to provide goedto Michigan communities and planners for the teuple of
years, and the completion date of the revised P@b.is now targeted for 2015 (following, and infeanby, a series
of commitments by MSP/EMHSD staff during 2014-2Qd5directly assist at least 6 counties in comptetiheir
initial local hazard mitigation plans). If the &glan update schedule can be expanded to a ®yelarinstead of the
current 3-year cycle, it will be very helpful tee& up state resources and better allow them tetdssal communities
with their planning and hazard mitigation actidtie

For guidance on various aspects of the local hazatidation planning process, local communities agéncies have
frequently been referred to (or provided with) @sp{printed or digital) of the books in FEMA’s “HoWwo Guides”
series [ittp://www.fema.gov/plan/mitplanning/resources.shijn For guidance on the requirements of local réhzar
mitigation plans and their review standards, comitresrand agencies have regularly been referrg@ri@rovided
with) FEMA'’s “Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide”dok and their more recent publication, “Local Matigpn
Planning Handbook” hitp://www.fema.gov/media-library/assets/documerg$p4?id=4859 and
http://www.fema.gov/media-library/assets/documéitSp8?id=720p It is considered that these books provide
guidance to local planners and emergency manabeatsig sufficiently comprehensive and timely foeithuse in
developing local hazard mitigation plans, and titwsas acceptable for the state guidance docuneebetdelayed.
(The latter FEMA document came out in 2013 and tmrgained the most up-to-date and authoritativdamece about
plan review standards.)

As stewards of both state and local mitigation piag in Michigan, the MSP/EMHSD and the MCCERCC @rex
unique position to foster and arrange for statellcoordination through these techniques, plus aegvupdated plans,
materials, and/or policy memoranda, training, ptamiews, advisory functions to other agencies, dmation
meetings, and joint problem identification.

Searchable Hazard History Tool

The MSP/EMHSD continues to work at collecting amdviding relevant and useful information to locatigdictions
regarding their hazards. One such effort had leditéine development of a searchable “hazard hististythat allows
incidents to be tracked by county, based on inftionafrom the Law Enforcement Information NetwoilkE(N).
This information has been used to assist variooal loommunities in describing previous occurrenaebazardous
events within their jurisdictions. It was hopedttthis tool could, after additional development &rmatting, be able
to systematically provide additional detail abontdl hazard impacts, risks, damages, etc. to sugpiethe state
maps/overviews and National Climatic Data Centerses that have typically been used in local plagrefforts
since 2000. In some cases, it has been usedifoptipose, but doing so requires an extensivecdtat search by
EMHSD staff, and therefore is usually only avaitabt cases when that staff is directly assistinthWwscal hazard
mitigation planning. Although this tool is stilelng worked upon, new innovations have been fownthd the past 3
years that have suggested a change in approatteforformation processing that is involved. ledseem likely that
a great amount of information is available throwternative sources, such as the NCDC Storm Eveatabase
(online). A greater degree of coordination hasetlgyed between the MSP/EMHSD and the USGS, withrebalt
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that a great amount of the flood-related informatian probably more efficiently be provided throldBGS online
tools (as well as those of the National WeathewiBey and thus no longer need to be processed fr&iiN
information sources. As more efficient means dawoling, collecting, and processing hazard andirigkmation are
discovered or created, MSP/EMHSD intends to makebttst use of such efficiencies. This type ofiffidity serves
the interests of all involved parties. Althougle thazard history tool is still theoretically in @dopment, it will likely
be used more for technological and human-relatedrida, which are not already covered by alternaouarces. It
therefore provides a complementary information seusince it is still in a cumbersome form, whiem de improved
upon only with considerable staff time (which has Ipeen available because of higher-priority comgeactivities in
recent years). No single information source isvigss, however, so even for natural hazards thatcawered
elsewhere, the compiled LEIN information is likdly include additional details. For other typesheizards, the
searchable LEIN-based hazard history tool willlljikdee very useful for hazards such as hazardousriakg incidents,
plane crashes, and homeland security events.

Direct Planning Assistance

The process and timeframe for reviewing local phailsbe a continuation of current procedures. r&aj number of
counties currently have planning grants to updduer tplans, and, as described earlier, direct @sgie by
MSP/EMHSD planning staff will be offered to sevesnumunities that need to update their plans but mmiebeen
able to receive planning grant funds through HMXs always, preliminary reviews of draft materialdl \we provided
upon request and full advisory reviews will be pded upon receipt of a submitted plan. Occasieraéptions must
be made when staff time is already committed tdénigpriority activities, such as active disasteyslating the state
hazard mitigation plan, or grant-related deadlinés.these cases, FEMA staff have been requesteeview such
plans directly. Plans that are judged as needihgrcement in order to meet federal planning requénts will result
in the provision of guidance and advice to locaisgictions and/or their consultants. In some saggth the approval
of involved stakeholders, MSP/EMHSD staff will pide suggested language, procedures, methods, geidaditing
and proofreading assistance to support the suctesshpletion of local plans. When such plansamapleted, they
are forwarded to FEMA for official review. Compdet FEMA reviews are promptly relayed to appropriaial
stakeholders upon receipt, along with any adviesd= pertinent to the federal review.

Including these ongoing procedures, the followipgraximate timeframe for additional anticipatedrplang activities
is as follows:

» March 2014 - Official adoption of the 2014 Michigdazard Mitigation Plan update.

e 2014 to 2017 — Ongoing assistance with local mitgaplanning, plan review activities, and plannigrgnt
administration, to promote the successful comphettb as many local hazard mitigation plans as pssi
(including all those that had received funding supp and with special emphasis upon providing alire
assistance to the seven Michigan counties that haveyet completed any FEMA-approved local hazard
mitigation plan.

e 2014 to 2017 — Continued direct and indirect asst# to, and administration of available planningng
funds for, local communities that need to updagér thpproved hazard mitigation plans.

* 2014 to 2017 — Continued expansion of the LEIN-dsezard history, and the investigation and devetg
of other resources such as those provided by USasonal Weather Service, and other agencies, sistas

with local and state hazard mitigation planning golan update processes—especially where such other

sources may prove to be less labor-intensive thekMHSD compilation of LEIN information.

e 2013 to 2015 — MSP/EMHSD planning staff provideedirassistance to selected local communities iardod
directly assist with local hazard mitigation plannpletion and update, following a set of procedures
developed during 2013.

e 2014 to 2015 — MSP/EMHSD will update the “Local ek Mitigation Planning Handbook” (EMHSD Pub.
207) to include new information and amendments #natinformed by the most recent known authoriativ
sources and the most recent federal planning rexeints.
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2014 to 2017 — MSP/EMHSD planning staff will meeathyprovide information to, and offer assistancell
local emergency management coordinators, through rdgularly scheduled MSP district coordinator
meetings. At these meetings, staff will presefgvant and information, guidance, and resourcesuer in
local plan development and update processes.

2014 to 2017 — Continuing coordination with staggerecies through the MCCERCC, the state agency
emergency management coordinators meetings, aed sitff contacts.

2014 to 2017 — Expanded coordination with the USK&jonal Weather Service, regional planning office
Michigan Climate Coalition, Silver Jackets, Michigg many public universities, and agencies suclthas
Michigan Association of Counties, Michigan Townshifissociation, and Michigan Municipal League, and
the Michigan Association of Planning, to promotd &arcilitate hazard mitigation planning.

2014 to 2017 — Continuing provision of trainingdbgh regularly-scheduled MSP/EMHSD training courses
direct training provided by MSP/EMHSD planning §tadnd outreach and presentations (at conferences,
meetings, and university settings).

2014 to 2017 — Coordination with, and linking adchl hazard mitigation plans with the Michigan Hakza
Mitigation Plan. Coordination proceeds in two diiens: (1) assistance and guidance provided talloc
planning efforts, as described above, and (2) g af information from local hazard mitigation Hato
inform the Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan, improws information base, find new ideas for mitigatio
needs and actions, prioritize project funding, ,eds. described previously and in other sectionsyels as
informing future refinements to the methods forogtizing communities, accounting for development
pressures, etc. As shown in Attachment G (CondkR&yiew Sheets), a new element was added to the en
of Michigan’s local plan review form—this form ised by EMHSD staff to provide feedback on how well
local plans or draft material complies with fededjulations, and although there is no requirerttgattlocal
plans must consider aspects of the state planp@onal item has been included in the review foorhat the
possibility of such consideration and coordinatioay be proposed and considered by local plan dpeso
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Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan: Plan M onitoring and Update Activities

Plan Maintenance and Mitigation Monitoring

Plan Maintenance

The MSP/EMHSD and MCCERCC are jointly responsildiethe continuous maintenance and revision of plas,

although the MCCERCC's role is strictly advisorynature. The MCCERCC continually examines planméigted

issues at its meetings (full council meetings aochmittee meetings) and makes recommendations to/EBABRSD

staff to conduct research as necessary and makepajgte revisions to the plan based on the Cognsilggestions.
Within the MCCERCC, plan maintenance responsibsgitiest primarily with the Hazard Mitigation Comtad. The
MCCERCC Hazard Mitigation Committee and MSP/EMHSRigation staff will meet periodically to review dn
evaluate parts of the plan. (MSP/EMHSD and otlgenaies that are referenced, either directly aréatly, in the list
of MHMP Objectives will monitor progress in achiegior reassessing those objectives—see the foltpséction on
Hazard Mitigation Monitoring activities.) If deeh@ecessary and appropriate by the Hazard Mitigafiommittee,
representatives from local government, involvedestand federal agencies, and nongovernmental aag#ons that
participated in the plan development and/or thatiapacted by the plan may be invited to parti@gatthis review
process. The Hazard Mitigation Committee will 3zalthe overall success and progress in implengthia plan, as
well as the appropriateness of the plan conteniter@ that will be used to evaluate the plan ule but are not
necessarily limited to:

» The relevance and appropriateness of the plan gadl®bjectives in relation to current conditions;

* The nature, scope and magnitude of hazard-relatdadgms in the state and country;

* The type and amount of resources available to imeig the plan;

» The current and projected capabilities of the asgsigmplementing agencies;

* Relevant deadlines, priorities, and other constémraf the scarcity of available resources;

» Plan implementation problems that have occurrettharr may occur, such as technical, political, legatial,
or coordination issues; and

* The overall success of actions that have been megaiéed.

In order to more evenly distribute heavy work bunsléhroughout the available timeframe for this page plan, the
hazard analysis section had, in 2012, been sepavgtgated and published with the coordination oftiple agencies
and their subject matter experts. A similar prareds planned for 2015, so that later coordinati@y focus upon
the other sections of the Michigan Hazard Mitigati®lan. As part of the review process, the Haaditibation
Committee will review the implementation methods éach objective with the party responsible for lenpentation
to determine which methods worked (will work) welln addition, the Committee will examine any difflties
encountered, assess how well coordination effaggpeoceeding, and determine which methods neéé tevised or
strengthened. The Hazard Mitigation Committee wdlinpile its findings and create a list of recomdesh changes
that need to be made to the plan content or impi¢éaien. Detailed information about hazards anehévtend to be
compiled continually by MCCERCC agencies. New memthips, information sources, and analytic metheills
continue to be used, maintained, and improved.

The State Planner, lead Hazard Mitigation Planaed, other staff within the State Support Unit af MSP/EMHSD
will use these recommendations to make the negesbanges to the plan. The MSP/EMHSD State Sugpoitt
staff and members of the MCCERCC Hazard Mitigaf@wmmittee will present the revised plan to the MKRTE
for its review, approval and adoption. The revipéh will then be submitted to the 1) State Dioeaif Emergency
Management and Homeland Security, 2) Deputy Statecior of Emergency Management and Homeland Sgcuri
and 3) Governor for review, approval, and offiaaoption and promulgation by the State of Michigdrhe newly
revised and adopted plan will be submitted to FEMAapproval under the federal Disaster Mitigatiset of 2000
plan revision process—currently on a three-yealecy©nce approved by FEMA, the drafted sectionthefplan will
(subject to sensitivity considerations) be replagdinal versions on the MSP/EMHSD web site. Timalized 2011
plan had been available for public review and cominfer the entire three years until its update psscwas
completed, and it will be replaced with the fineliz2014 edition, when that is approved. Hardcajitioms of the
plan may be produced at the discretion of the MSPED and MCCERCC.
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Post-I ncident Plan Review

As appropriate, the plan will be reviewed after Mgan receives a major disaster or emergency dsidarunder the
federal Stafford Act. One such state/federal desalsad taken place since the 2011 edition of phe® had been
completed (disaster #4121), and the strategy dpedldor this disaster has been included in Attachinfe The

MSP/EMHSD and MCCERCC will jointly determine if atidnal review is required, and the extent of teeiew,

based on the situational circumstances at the diintee declaration. (Similar consideration is givte the Michigan
Emergency Management Plan, which serves as theonsspplan for the state.) The incident-specifizaina

mitigation strategy document developed jointly WiREMA may in this way become incorporated into appiate

elements of the plan structure. Changes to the gials or objectives, or the prioritization of Saxdmplementation
methods for the objectives, will be made if theseaicompelling need to make such changes in ocdexpedite
implementation of needed incident-specific hazartigation measures. Objectives for the 2014 updaiee been
changed, in part from a consideration (or repiiatton) of activities and events that have ocaliméhin Michigan

during the past three years. Any routine or nayeat changes noted during the post-incident plaigweare to be
made during the next scheduled plan revision cytile, to the considerable amount of time and woak ithtakes to
revise the MHMP.

For non-federally declared incidents involving matutechnological or human-caused hazards whicsea need for
SEOC activation and/or significant state departmewblvement, the MSP/EMHSD will, at its discretitmased on
incident circumstances, review the plan for possihltigation opportunities during the incident reexry period. In
those instances, the MCCERCC may be consultedd@dvice, expertise and resources as determircssssery and
appropriate by the MSP/EMHSD. Mitigation opportigs will be pursued, at the discretion of the MSRHSD
and/or another state, local or federal departmgetiey with regulatory or stewardship authority otlex hazard, if
deemed appropriate and potentially effective fotigating future such incidents and/or their asdedanegative
impacts and consequences. Such mitigation actiansbe reported on in the Incident Action Plan (JAlRcident
After-Action Report (if one is developed) and/orsitandard Incident Status Reports. In some casdld discretion
of the MSP/EMHSD and/or other regulatory/stewargatement or agency), a mitigation-specific reparistiategy
document may be developed to outline the problem®wntered, the need for mitigation actions, arel dpecific
actions taken and by whom. If such a report isstiged, it may (at the discretion of the MSP/EMH®B)appended
to this plan for monitoring, implementation andtbigal record purposes. Again, routine or nonemtgmatters are
best handled through MHMP amendments that occunglihe ordinary three-year update cycle, since finovides
the greatest opportunity for coordination and feet#tinvolving many agencies as well as the genperilic.

At a minimum, the post-incident review for possibigigation opportunities could be recorded in fbéowing table,
to provide an historical record for the reviews thecurred:

Post-Incident Hazard Mitigation Plan Reviews, by Incident
Incident Date Incident Type Brief Description of Incident | Review Conducted Specific Mitigation Actions Implementing

By (Agency) Implemented Agency

Hazard Mitigation Plan Monitoring

The responsibility for monitoring and tracking thegress of mitigation actions and project clossaasts primarily
with the MSP/EMHSD staff for activities that inveNHMA funding, while other Objectives involve thetigities of

agencies such as the MDNR and MDEQ, who would trarslle the monitoring for these activities and repiaher
through direct contact with MSP and other relevagéncies, or through their MCCERCC representativése

MSP/EMHSD mitigation staff has always carried siigaint project monitoring and tracking responstt@k as the
grant managers for the Hazard Mitigation AssistairtfdA) program (including HMGP, FMAP, and PDMP), ish

are often used to fund projects or actions listethis plan (or which this plan supports for impeatation by local
communities in conjunction with their own plans).
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MCCERCC's Michigan Community Emergency ResponseGitiden Corps Coordination Plan

A significant component of the MCCERCC monitoringpgess involves the update of the mitigation eldsménits
own “Michigan Community Emergency Response andz@itiCorps Coordination Plan.” This report is updat
annually and serves as the “official” record of MECERCC-related mitigation achievements for eaebry The
MCCERCC'’s Michigan Community Emergency Response @itiden Corps Coordination Plan and its updates ar
made available to the Governor and state agenttiesMichigan Legislature, and the state’s local mgmecy
management / homeland security programs. They &laeebeen made available on the associated MSP&Mithd
MCCERCC web site for viewing and downloading by theneral public and other interested parties, at
http://www.michigan.gov/msp/0,4643,7-123-60152_ 627198426--,00.html  Once projects or objectives are
completed and closed out, they will be removed fthen“active” objectives table of the MHMP by theSWVEMHSD
and reported on, as appropriate, in the MCCERCdAghigan Community Emergency Response and Citizempo
Coordination Plan—most likely in the form of a rgation “success story.” The project or objectivit also be listed

in the “Compendium of Addressed Objectives” talnldie MHMP and the “active” objectives table wit lmpdated
accordingly. Many projects, however, are ongofper than fully completed, and in these casesMiH®IP reports
the current status (in this case, any progreseaetisince the previous plan update in 2011).

As indicated above in the “Plan Maintenance” sexctithe MCCERCC Hazard Mitigation Committee and
MSP/EMHSD mitigation staff do meet regularly toiew various sections of the plan (and its hazaadyais) during
the three years between update deadlines for thBIRIsIFEMA-mandated cycle. Part of that review avdluation
process includes a thorough review of the plan gyoabjectives, and specific implementation straegi The
MSP/EMHSD charts progress on each objective, repbit to the MCCERCC Hazard Mitigation Committaeethe
MCCERCC Annual Report of Activities and during @ggl MHMP update activities, and the results arenswarized
in the MHMP Objectives descriptions. This allow fegular review of progress and an easier updataaed that fits
into the required three-year plan revision cyclhe MSP/EMHSD State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHM®@ill be
primarily responsible for continuously tracking aménitoring the progress of implementation of tiagiaus projects
and actions listed under each plan objective. d@s @f the annual report development, the SHMO fellbw up with
the involved parties throughout the year to deteenthe implementation progress and status. Asogpipte, the
SHMO will request periodic reports (verbal and/oriti®n) on project status, conduct site visits, itmmmedia
reports, hold conference calls or meetings, oratiser methods as necessary to obtain status inframa

Project Tracking, Monitoring, and Closeout

Mitigation projects listed in the MHMP that are bgifunded under the HMA (HMGP, FMAP, PDMP) are kext,
monitored and closed out by MSP/EMHSD mitigatioaffsin accordance with applicable federal and skaes and
guidelines and the provisions set forth in the FERPproved State Administrative Plan and/or progguidance
documents for each funding program. The statusach of these projects will be reported on peratlicby the
SHMO at MCCERCC Hazard Mitigation Committee meetingProgress is also reported on quarterly regorts
FEMA as per federal program requirements. All @ct§ are closed out in accordance with the reqeingsrset forth
at the time of close out by FEMA. In general, theseout process for grant projects under thesgranas involves
reconciling the financial documentation, processihg final payment, conducting a site visit, phoépding the
project site, geo-locating the project, completiafj required closeout paperwork (including enviramtal
documentation), and submitting a closeout requaskame to FEMA. These activities are the respditgilof the
SHMO and are sometimes carried out with the assistaf the Assistant SHMO or a FEMA Disaster Assise
Employee (DAE).

Monitoring Acquired Land

Another component of the grant program projectamogs involves the long-term monitoring of acquitadds. For
newer project grants, the State is required toigeoa report to the FEMA Regional Administrator gvéhree years
certifying that acquired lands continue to be naimed consistent open-space grant provisions. ilgichintends to
report for all mitigation grant acquired lands eaththan just for the newer projects, when requesbteceport by
FEMA. To achieve this obligation, the assistanE&P/EMHSD Regional Support Field staff will be gloyed.
For emergency management and homeland securityogesp Michigan is divided into eight (8) districtsth a
MSP/EMHSD District Coordinator assigned to eachhe District Coordinators work closely with the commties
and local emergency management programs withim tagpective districts and therefore travel throtigkir districts
on a regular basis. Every three years, the SHMOpwavide each District Coordinator with a list pfoperties, from
the MSP/EMHSD GIS data base, that have been acquiith mitigation grants. Each District Coordinateill be
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asked to visit the properties that are locatedhirtdistrict to confirm that the properties arenigemaintained
appropriately. The District Coordinators will thesport back to the SHMO who will compile an anncegport of
acquired property status. At MSP/EMHSD discretitiis report will be included in the MCCERCC’s Mighn
Community Emergency Response and Citizen Corpsdiuation Plan. The report will be provided to tREMA
Regional Administrator upon his/her request evhrge years.

The MSP/EMHSD maintains a comprehensive data basdl 6IMA (HMGP, FMAP, PDMP) projects funded in
Michigan, which it uses to track and monitor thejects and which also serves as a historical reoball projects
funded under each program. A summary of those lolases (in table format) can be found in Attachn@mt this
plan.

Implementation Status of Hazard Mitigation Objeetiv2011-2014

Some of the mitigation objectives under each gaahfthe March 2011 edition of this plan have beaplemented,
some have not, and many are still in process. ofiindtion related to implementation status for eabjective is

generally contained in the “Comments” column offegoal table in the “Mitigation Opportunities, Resmendations,
and Implementation” section. In addition, the éghtitled “Compendium of Addressed Objectives” aimt complete
listing of those objectives that have either beemmleted or removed from further consideration doienon-

feasibility, consolidation, or other reason.) TBeate of Michigan will continue to work towards esassful

implementation of the updated objectives during rib&t three-year revision cycle for this plan asetj resources,
priorities, and circumstances permit.

A number of factors influenced the implementatidrstate-level mitigation objectives in Michigan thg the period
from 2011-2014, following upon a series of negdyivienpacting factors from the previous three-yearipd that
limited or hindered full implementation of all schded objectives. The identified factors include:

» Lack of available state and local funds for projegst-sharing and general project implementatioa ttu
extreme state and local budget shortfalls. (NbEionally, in recent years, Michigan has eitheerbeead-
last or near the bottom in many state-level econoritality indicators, and was also the only statdose
population between the 2000 and 2010 censuses.)

» Competing projects within the MSP/EMHSD and othgerecies which addresses hazard mitigation activitie
whether from disasters or other required emergemyagement activities, staff departures and reassgts,
cross-training needs to prepare for the possililityuch departures or reassignments, etc.

* A huge decrease in homeland security funding foPREMHSD and other agencies, causing additional work
to find compensating or substitute sources of fogdor to calculate cheaper and more efficient rmazn
accomplishing planned tasks with reduced funds staff. In addition, an ever-increasing complexaty
program requirements and correspondingly shomeeftames for successful development and completion
activities under the various grants or mandateg {édIRA) have created tremendous challenges.

* The general complexity and time-consuming naturthefDMA 2000 state mitigation planning requirensent
themselves, which siphon away scarce staff resedrom efforts to implement the plan objectives.

 The statewide local hazard mitigation planning effavhich is in many ways a more natural level of
government to be able to address hazards and ireptespecific projects in the field (or through lansk
regulatory functions, which are primarily held mchl levels of government). Proposed legislatiorpetter
coordinate state and local planning by increasimg dtate’s plan update cycle from 3 years to 5sydar
supported by EMHSD staff, who recommend that thienge be made as soon as possible.

Please refer to the “Mitigation Opportunities, Recoendations, and Implementation” section for a caingnsive
discussion of the plan’s goals, objectives, reémmiementation status, and implementation metho@lke various
lists and tables provide background information each objective, its priority and target timeframer f
implementation, funding sources that might be usdthplementation, and general comments regardiegstatus of
implementation and possible implementation impeditsie

Applicant Assurances

The State of Michigan will comply with all applidabFederal statutes and regulations during theogerior which it
receives grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR11(c) and will amend its plan whenever necesgameflect
changes in State or Federal laws and statutegjaged in 44 CFR 13.11(d).
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At the time of application for FEMA mitigation grant funds, applicants siggeMA Form 20-16 certifying that they
will comply with applicable standard assurancefollews: (FEMA Form 20-16A) Assurances for Non-Ctastion
Programs, (FEMA Form 20-16B) Assurances for Cowmsivn Programs, (FEMA Form 20-16C) Certifications
Regarding Lobbying; Debarment, Suspension, and rotResponsibility Matters; and Drug-Free Workplace
Requirements, and (FEMA SF-LLL) Disclosure of Loy Activities. At the time of grant award for FEMA
mitigation grant funds, recipients sign a granteagnent officially certifying that they will admirtes the grant in
accordance with Federal regulations including (bot limited to) Titles 2, 31, and 44 of the Code Fdderal
Regulations, OMB Circulars, and applicable Statesland statutes.
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